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ABSTRACT 

The unique position of WH words in Slavic languages 
is discussed, with specific reference to Bulgarian and 
Serbo-Croatian. The multiple fronting characteristics of Bulgarian 
and Serbo-Croatian differ in terms of the following positions and 
behaviors: extraction from embedded questions; clitic placement and 
other indications of constituent status; and word order. Multiple 
extraction allows the movement of multiple WH words out of an 
embedded clause. In Bulgarian all WH words in a multiple question 
must move to a higher clause but only if the question is 
non-interrogative; in Serbo-Croatian only one WH word can be 
extracted from a clause. The position of clitics ( i.e. object 
pronouns) relative to WH words must come after the whole WH word 
sequence in Bulgarian; in Serbo-Croatian the clitics follow the first 
WH word and may not come after the group. Adverbs, parentheticals, 
and various particles can also split the WH word order sequence in 
Serbo-Croatian but not in Bulgarian. WH words in Bulgarian occur in a 
relatively fixed order; for example, nominative case precedes 
accusative. In Serbo-Croatian, the order of the fronted WH words 
appears to be entirely free; for example, the accusative and 
nominative can occur in either order. The varying properties of 
Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian WH words divide other Slavic languages 
into two major clusters; for instance, Romanian shares the relevant 
properties of Bulgarian, while Polish and Czech follow the 
Serbo-Croatian pattern. (TR) 
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Multiple WH-Fronti no Constructio ns* 
1 . Multiple Front ing Lgnqu ggg* 

UMH 1* 13 a fa m1J1ar fact that languages differ in the extent to which they place WH 
vords in a special, clause-initial position- Some languages, like English, normally 

CSTI 7? ° n1 . y ° ne - WH Vord in Comp ' 30 in 0 mu1tf P 1e Wtton like (la) vM to 
£ Sf ? ? Vt ! 0m 18 ,n - 8i J U - v 0ther 1anaua 9«» l*e Chinese, have all WH vords 
innnunno. 3 l rUCtUref ^ 3 " (1b> ' A grou P of »«>«W, including *he Slavic 
languages and some others, moves all WH vords to a clause-Initial position at S- 
structure, as in the Polish example in (1c), vhere both Mo and kogc, « SSrted. 

1.8. What did you give to vhea? 

b. Hi xiang-zhirfao vo vcishcaae mai-le s tease? (Huang) 
youvonder / vhy fougM vt *t 

"Wirt do you vender vh« I bought (it)?* 

c. «• k»§e budzi? (Wachovitz 1 974) 

"Wtovakes upvhea?' 

It is this third group of languages, those vith multiple fronting at S- 
structure, that I am concerned vith in this paper. Although several multlple-WH- 
fronting languages have been discussed in the literature over the past decade, no 
agreement has been reached concerning thetr structure. Tvo general types of 
analyses have been proposed: those in vhlch the WH vords or phrases are all In 
Comp, * and those in vhich some or all of them are not in Comp but rather in some S- 
lnternal position, perhaps something like a Topic or Focus position.3 These tvo 
possibilities are shovn schematically in (2c, d). 

2. S-Structures: Multiple Fronting Languages 

a.EngT1sh b. Chinese c. <j 

S 1 S' or -.-»0 * fi" 

y\ /\ A or? A 

Camp s Comp s Com. N s Comp S 

I A A 14 

*" wh wh vh y\ 



'This is a drastically reduced version of several sections of a paper entitled Multiple WH Constructions 
andtheComn P*r»mfc r (C. Rudin, ms., 1 986). 

floft^wiS^w" D pu ? f0 r W8r ? [° r examp,e 1* Comorovski (1986), for Romanian, and by Rudin 
/ ! ? 2 \ ( I 986) fcr Bu, 9a rian - In theoretical terms the viev that all of the WH vords in sentences like 
( 1 ) are In Comp Is attractive partly because It parallels the structure that has been vldely assumed for 
the universal LF structure of multiple questions since Huang's ( 1 982) vork on LF WH Movement 

?Ui^«iJ? pre3eBted e * D « feinhart (1982), on universal grounds, and by Toman (1981) 
Dchocki (1983) arguing from the facts of Czech and Polish. Lasnik and Saito (1984) also take this 
imainnn- the Iamiimm ihe.n rn renter i«i Polish 



What I would like to suggest is that in fact both analyses are valid, in different 
languages. Some multiple fronting languages, Including Bulgarian and Romanian, 
have all of the WH words in Comp, as in (2c), while others, including Serbo- 
Croatian, Polish, and Czech, have structure (2d). To save time I will give data 
from only two of these languages today: Bulgarian as a typical representative of 
type (2c) and Serbo-Croatian as a typical representative of type (2d). 

2. Comparison of Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian 

Both Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian are multiple-fronting languages; they both 
place all WH words at the beginning of the clause In multiple questions, as In (3), 
where koj kogo/ko koga are fronted. 

3*. Kej keftvi&fa? (Bulgarian) 
h-'A? vhomsces 
*Wkeseeavhear 

b. Ke ktfa vidi? (Serbo-Croatian) 

"Who sees vbea?' 

But in spite of the identical word order and appearance of these simple questions, 
there are Important differences In the position and behavior of WH words between 
the two languages, which appear in more complex constructions. The three major 
differences, in extraction from embedded questions, clitic placement and other 
indictions of constituent status, and word order, are all attributable to the 
proposed difference in structure. 

2. 1 . Multiple Extra ction from C\nuac* 

One difference between the two languages is the possibility for movement of 
multiple WH words out of an embedded clause. In Bulgarian, all of the WH words in 
a multiple question must move to a higher clause if the clause in which they 
originate is non-interrogative (for instance, aim "that" clause), as in (4a). Leaving 
one of the WH words in situ (4b, c) is ungrammatical or interpretable only as an 
echo, and leaving one WH in the Comp of the lower clause, as in £4d,e), is also 
impossible. 4 

4a. Kej kite mislis [fee a otisul _ _]? 
vh* wtarv think-2a thai oaagaaa 
"Wfce do you think (that) want wfcere?' 

b. *Kej misHs* [ce a otisul -kM? 

vhe think- £s thai tot? get* vhera 

c. *K5fe mislis [ce a otiaul kej_l? 

vhara think- 2a that has goat vha 

d. *Kej znees Ikwto a otiaul J? 

vhcknov-2s vhtfe has gent 

e. *Kife znees [kej a otiaul 1? 

vhereknov-2* vhe has gone 



♦There are some restrictions on movement from an embedded clause. In particular it Is not possible to 
front WH words which originate in different clauses to the same Comp, perhaps for reasons having to do 
vW* absorption and/or scope. Also, extraction cannot operate if it would result in interactive and 
relative WH words ending up In the same Comp. Except for such exceptional cases, however, extraction of 
multiple WH worda from a clause is grammatical in Bulgarian. 
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In Serbo-Croatian the facts are exactly opposite: only one WH vord can be 
extracted from a clause. In (5a, b) either ko or Jta can be extracted. The other 
WH vords in an embedded multiple question can, and for most speakers must 
remain unfronted; a second WH vord can move neither to the higher clause, as in 
(Sc,d) s nor to the Comp position of «s ovn clause a? In (5e,f). (Examples 
courtesy of Steven Franks. ) 

5.a. Ke zelite [da vam its kupi_]? 
vhovant-2ptoyou vha/buy-3s 
Who do you vant to buy you vhat?' 
"Wto do you want to buy you vast? 

b. Sta zelite [do vam to kupi _ ]? 
vhat vant-2p to you vhobuy-3s 
'What do you want vho to buy yc««?' 

c. *Ke sta zelite [da vam kupi ]? 

vbo vhat vant-2p to you buy 

d. *5ta to zelite [da vam kupi 1? 

if/tot v/»v&ot-£p to you buy-Js 

e. *Ka zelite [sta da vam kupi ]? 

vt» *ant-2p vhat to yoii buy 

f. *5te zelite [to da vam kupi J ? 

irvtei' vani-2p vho to you buy 

This difference betveen Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian is easily accounted for 
in terms of the tvo different structuree for multiple fronting languages given in (2); 
under standard GB assumptions movement from clause to clause is possible only 
through Comp, and it is only languages of type (2c), like Bulgarian, vith their 
multiple WH positions in Comp, that are able to extract more than one WH vord out 
of a clause. 

2.2. r.Htic Position an d Constituency 

A second difference betveen the tvo languages is the position of clitics 
relative to the WH vords. In Bulgarian the clitics, including object pronouns like ti 
and auxiliary verbs like e, underlined in (7), must come after the vhole WH vord 
sequence: Koi kakvo ti e dol ie fine but Koi ti e kakvo rial ie ungrammatical . 

7. a. Kej tokveti e dal? (B) 

vbovhat you has given 
Who gave you vhat?' 
b. *Kajtietokvsdal? 

In Serbo-Croatian once again juet the oppoelte Ie true; the clitics (mu and je in (8)) 
follov the first WH vord, and may not come after the group: 

8. a. Ko my. is. 5tt deo? (SC) 

•Some speakers do accept senteiwes like (6a), vith multiple WH vords moved out of their clause, but even 
these speakers also accept the same sentences vith one WH left behind, as in (6b). 

ije. Ke toga mislis [da je video ]? 

vhovhom think- 2s that has seen 
b. Kemisli5[dajek^videoJ?/KefSirrislis[dajetovideoJ? 
Probably thedialect simply allovs Focusing as veil as WH Movement across clause boundaries, perhaps by 
cyclic adjunction to successive S nodes, and probably only vith certain "bridge" verbs. Another 
possibility Is that speakers that accept (1*) are taking ■1*111 'you think* as a parenthetical phrase. 
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vto him has what given 
Win gave him what?' 
b. *Ka stm mu iedao? 

To a certain extent this difference is attributable to independent factors, 
namely, in Serbo-Croatian, clitics are In second position, while in Bulgarian they 
are proclitic to the verb. Hovever, it is worth noting that in the Serbocroaticn 
version of Wackernagel's Lav, "second position" can mean either after the first 
vord or after the first major constituent of the sentence. The existence of (8a) 
proves nothing about the constituent structure of the WH-word sequence, since ko 
could count as filling "first position" simply by virtue of the fact that it is the first 
vord of the sentence. Hovever, the impossibility of (8b) shovs conclusively that ko 
koga is not a constituent in Serbo-Croatian; this is consistent vith structure (2d). 
In Bulgarian, on the other hand, there is Independent morphological evidence, 
having to do vith definiteness marking in free relatives, that a sequence like koj 
kakvo is a constituent. Although each WH vord may be separately marked vith the 
definite suffix -to, which normally marks relative as opposed to interrogative WH 
words, one -to for the WH group, ae in (9a), is sufficient. Thie etrongly euggeete 
that the tvo WH vords form a unit: [[koj kakvo]-to]. 

9a. Kej fcafcvsts iska ... - b.Kejta fcafcvete iska ... 
vtovtot-dbfvsnts vho-defvhat-dcfvanis 
"Whoever wants whatever...' 

Adverbe, parenthetical s 9 and various particles can also split the WH vord 
sequence in Serbo-Croatian but normally not in Bulgarian. 

2.3. Word Order 

A third area of difference Is the order of fronted WH vords. In Bulgarian, 
the WH vords occur in a relatively fixed order: for instance, nominative must 
normally precede accusative, as in (10), and the three WH vords in a question like 
(11) must appear In exactly this order. 6 

10a Kej fce§s e vldjal? (B) 

ltfhe saw vies?' 

b. *Ke§ekejevidjal? 
1 1. Kej fcakve m kege e del? (* any other vord order) 
fc^nW iff vhem Itasgivtn 
Wfee gave what tevhea? 

In Serbo-Croatian, on the other hand, the order of the fronted WH words appears to 
be entirely free; the accusative and nominative in (12), for example, can occur in 
either order. There may be some difference in emphasis, and some speakers find 
(12a) more natural than (12b), but both are acceptable. 

12*. Ke je kegs video? (SC) 

h-"A? tiSS Yhom 399ft 

Whesawvhea? 

co i l )^ t1on3 ordering of various types are rather complex, but roughly correspond to the template: 
NOM > ACC > DAT > PP > ADV. For further details, sea Rudin (1 986), chapter 4. There 1e some variability 
across speakers m just how rigid the order of WH words is. 
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b. Ktfajefce video? 

With three WH vords, as in the examples in (13), again all possible orders are 
acceptable in Serbo-Croatian: 7 

134.K* je ste keoe dao? (SC) 
Who has what to- vtom given? 

b. KsjekeBtitedeo? 

c. Stejeke Scene dao? 

d. Stsjekeaae kedao? 

e. Keaejefte kedao? 

f. Keat je ke He dao? 

"Who gave vhat to vhom?' 

The vord order facts are not as clearly linked to the tvo posited structures as the 
differences in extraction and clitic placement. But it is not unreasonable to suggest 
that whatever accounts for strict ordering of multiple WH vords (some kind of Comp 
Indexing mechanism, perhaps) operates only vhen all of the WH vords are In Comp. 

3. Conclusion 



The analysis of the vaioue differences betveen Bulgarian and Serbo-Croatian 
as stemming from the difference betveen structures (2c) and (2d) is strengthened 
by the fact that the same properties cluster together in other languages. Romanian 
shares the relevant properties of Bulgarian, vhile Polish and Czech follov the 
Serbo-Croatian pattern. An obvloous prediction Is that other multiple fronting 
languages should follov one or the other of these tvo clusters of properties. 

I vould like to close vith a fev quick vords about possible parameters 
underlying the range of language types in (2), One of the parameters involved may 
veil be the level at vhich WH Movement applies. This is diagrammed in (14), vhere 
"syntax" means at or before S-structure a 

14- Chinese English/Serbo-Croatian Bulgarian 

single WH LF syntax syntax 

multiple WH LF LF syntax 

A further parameter is obviously needed to separate the English and Serbo- 
Croatian types (types (2a) and (2d)): I suspect that this will hinge on the presence 
or absence of a requirement that WH vords may or must 8 be in A" positions at S- 
structure. 
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